SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

State v. Lynch

98 Ohio St. 3d 514 (Ohio 2003) - Decided May 14, 2003

SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court affirmed Ralph L. Lynch’s convictions for the aggravated murder, rape,

kidnapping, and gross abuse of the corpse of six-year-old Mary Jennifer Love, as well as his death

sentence. The court rejected challenges concerning pretrial publicity and venue, the voluntariness of

Lynch’s statements and confession, consent to searches, and the admission of evidence. The opinion

also addresses the statutory death-penalty review required under Ohio law.
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Lynch appealed as of right from convictions for aggravated murder,
rape, kidnapping, and gross abuse of a corpse, and from the resulting
death sentence. The Supreme Court of Ohio considered his 22

propositions of law and independently reviewed the death sentence.

The court applied issue-specific standards, including abuse of
discretion for change-of-venue and evidentiary rulings, totality of the
circumstances for voluntariness and consent, de novo constitutional
review, sufficiency review under whether any rational trier of fact
could find the elements beyond a reasonable doubt, plain-error review
for unpreserved claims, Strickland prejudice review for ineffective
assistance, and independent weighing and proportionality review for

the death sentence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether extensive pretrial publicity required a change of venue.

2. Whether Lynch's statements and confession were involuntary or obtained in violation of Miranda.
3. Whether Lynch voluntarily consented to searches of his apartment and van.

4. Whether evidence concerning stuffed animals and prosecutorial comments about that evidence were

improper.

5. Whether the trial court should have instructed the jury on involuntary manslaughter and gross sexual

imposition as lesser included offenses.
6. Whether the reasonable-doubt instruction based on R.C. 2901.05(D) was constitutional.
7. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove purposeful murder and murder to escape detection.
8. Whether the trial court improperly restricted Lynch's unsworn penalty-phase statement.
9. Whether the jury should have received information about sentences for noncapital offenses.

L0. Whether the prosecutor and trial court improperly treated the nature and circumstances of the offense as

aggravating circumstances.
L1. Whether aggravated-murder counts and death specifications required merger.

[2. Whether rape and kidnapping were committed with a separate animus and could be separately

sentenced.
[3. Whether prison terms could be imposed consecutively to the death sentence.
(4. Whether the death sentence was disproportionate.

L5. Whether prosecutorial misconduct, ineffective assistance, constitutional error, or cumulative error

required reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. A change of venue is not required merely because of extensive pretrial publicity; the defendant must
show actual juror bias unless prejudice may be presumed in a rare case. The trial court did not abuse its

discretion in denying the motion.

2. Miranda warnings are required only for custodial interrogation. Lynch was not in custody during the
June 26 or June 27 questioning because he was not arrested, voluntarily went to the station in his own

vehicle, and was free to leave.

3. Lynch's July 3 confession was voluntary under the totality of the circumstances.



4. Lynch voluntarily consented to searches of his apartment and van, so the evidence obtained from those

searches was admissible.

5. The trial court properly refused to instruct on involuntary manslaughter and gross sexual imposition
because the evidence did not reasonably support acquittal of the charged offenses and conviction of

either lesser offense.

6. The evidence was sufficient to prove purposeful murder and murder for the purpose of escaping
detection.

7. A capital defendant has no federal constitutional right to make an unsworn penalty-phase statement in a
question-and-answer format, but an Ohio trial court may, in its discretion, permit such a format. The trial

court did not abuse its discretion in denying Lynch's request.

8. Information concerning the sentence or parole consequences of Lynch's noncapital offenses was not a
mitigating factor, and due process did not require its admission under Simmons v. South Carolina

because Ohio's sentencing options included life imprisonment with or without parole eligibility.

9. Rape and kidnapping were separate offenses for sentencing because the kidnapping involved substantial
movement, secretive confinement, and prolonged restraint independent of the rape.

L0. The aggravating circumstances outweighed the mitigating factors beyond a reasonable doubt, and the

death sentence was appropriate and proportionate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Only custodial interrogation triggers the need for Miranda warnings.” (520)

“A court, in determining whether a pretrial statement is involuntary, ‘should consider the totality of the
circumstances, including the age, mentality, and prior criminal experience of the accused; the length,
intensity, and frequency of interrogation; the existence of physical deprivation or mistreatment; and the

existence of threat or inducement.’” (522)

“A charge on a “lesser included offense is required only where the evidence presented at trial would
reasonably support both an acquittal on the crime charged and a conviction upon the lesser included
offense.”” (526)

“The relevant inquiry is whether, after reviewing the evidence in a light most favorable to the prosecution, any
rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime proven beyond a reasonable doubt.”
(528)

“Thus, we hold that a trial court may, in its discretion, permit a capital defendant to make an unsworn
statement under R.C. 2929.03(D)(1) using a question-and-answer format.” (531)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lynch invited six-year-old Mary Jennifer Love into his apartment, sexually assaulted her, and strangled her after
she screamed. He placed her body in a box, transported it in his van, and concealed it in a wooded area after

disposing of related clothing and materials. After initially giving false information, Lynch confessed, led police



to the body, and gave a detailed taped confession. The defense presented mitigation evidence concerning Lynch's

abusive childhood, sexual victimization, low intelligence, depression, and pedophilia.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Hamilton County grand jury indicted Lynch on three aggravated-murder counts, six death-penalty
specifications, rape, kidnapping, and gross abuse of a corpse. A jury convicted him as charged and recommended
death; the trial court imposed death for aggravated murder and consecutive prison terms for the remaining
offenses. The Supreme Court of Ohio rejected all assignments of error, independently weighed aggravating and

mitigating circumstances, conducted proportionality review, and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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